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III.— ON THE ANCIENT ARMENIAN VERSION OF 

PLATO. 

The ancient Armenian Version of Plato' includes the following 
dialogues : Euthyphro, Apology of Sokrates, Timaeus, The Laws, 
Minos. The first three were printed at the Mechitarist Press in 
Venice, A. D. 1877, edited by A. Suqrean, who deserves all praise 
for the careful manner in which he gives the text of the manu- 
script. The Laws and Minos have just been printed for the first 
time, edited by Father Carekin, the learned Librarian of San 
Lazaro. All five dialogues are rendered by the same hand. But 
a single manuscript exists of this Armenian Version, not much 
later than the sixteenth century, but undated. Besides the Plato 
it contains the Institutiones Theologicae of Proklus in Armenian. 
This manuscript was carried from Ispahan in Persia to Madras, 
whence it was brought early in this century to Venice. There 
was another copy at Madras, but along with several hundred 
other volumes of Armenian manuscript it was lost in a shipwreck 
off the Cape of Good Hope on its way to Venice. 

This text, so emblematical in the manner of its solitary survival 
of the Armenian nationality itself, is full of lacunae, left by the 
careful scribe who wrote it out, whether because he could not 
read the text he was transcribing or because that text itself showed 
lacunae, we do not know. These lacunae are of different sizes 
equivalent to one, two or more letters ; sometimes the first and 
last letters of a word are left out, proving that the scribe never 
used his own conjecture to fill up the gaps. I consider that these 
lacunae are in themselves a proof of the antiquity of his archetype. 
So also is the fact of many scholia having found their way from 
the margin into the text. The corruptions of the original Arme- 
nian text are also frequent, proving that some of the copies through 
which the existing one has been derived to us were less carefully 
made than it. If the power of a medium to distort that which it 
transmits be in proportion to its depth, our existing Armenian text 

1 See Mr. Conybeare's note on the Ancient Armenian Version of Plato, in 
Class. Rev. IV 340.— Ed. A. J. P. 
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of Plato must have come to us through many copies. In the dia- 
logue of the Euthyphro alone some fifty corruptions of the Arme- 
nian archetype are, with the help of the Greek, to be detected at 
a glance. 

The date at which this version was made is not known, and the 
style gives but little clue. It is not likely to be earlier than the 
seventh nor later than the eleventh century. Probably it is of the 
latter date. Like most other Armenian versions it is a word for 
word translation, full of Greek idioms and constructions which 
must puzzle an Armenian who does not know Greek. The Greek 
order of words is faithfully kept, and the general effect is such 
that it is unintelligible to even a cultured Armenian without either 
the Greek original or a modern translation of the Greek. All 
this obviously increases, not diminishes, its value as a source of 
textual criticism. The following monograph seeks to use it in this 
sense and this alone. In making the following collation with the 
Greek text I have borne in mind the following canons : 

i. The value of a version which is to be used as a manuscript 
in order to fix the ancient Greek text depends (a) on its anti- 
tiquity ; (/3) on our being able to get at the bed-rock of the version. 
As regards the Armenian Plato we are sure of both. Unlike the old 
Armenian versions of Aristotle, which were used as school-books 
all through the dark ages, the version of Plato seems never 
to have been tampered with or corrected from Latin versions 
brought to the East by the Franks. The only corruptions to be 
discounted are due not to attempts to mend the text but to the 
ignorance of copyists. 

2. We must not infer, because a word or passage in the Greek 
is omitted in the Armenian, that it was absent in the original 
Greek text which the translator used. But if we find the same 
lacuna in a representative Greek codex and there be no similar 
ending (homoioteleuton) to explain the omission, then we may 
be certain that it was not in the translator's Greek. Thus the 
passage 12 B, p. 18, 11. 25-27, iya> oiv — tv6a KaX albas is omitted in 
the Armenian and also in the best manuscripts. The fact that the 
words evda km albas precede the passage omitted explains the 
omission in both cases, and does not compel us to infer that the 
translator had before him a text from which the passage was 
absent, especially as he habitually slips passages in his version 
wherever similar endings occur. On the other hand, in 11 B, p. 
17, 1. 17, del is omitted alike in the Armenian and in the represen- 
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tative Codex A (vide M. Schanz, Studien zur Geschichte des 
Platonischen Textes, p. 68). Here we are at once sure that del 
was absent from the translator's Greek text. It could not be 
lacking in both by a mere coincidence. Mutatis mutandis the 
same remark applies to changes of order. Before attaching value 
to them we must be certain that they are not mere devices of 
interpretation and also discover them in a good Greek codex. 

The manuscripts of Plato, at least for the first six tetralogies of 
Thrasyllus, fall into two well defined families, a better and a 
worse. Under his text of the Euthyphro Schanz gives the read- 
ings of three codices of the better class and of one of the worse. 
The three former, which he calls BCD, are respectively the 
great Clarkian MS of the Bodleian— C the Tubingen MS, D the 
Venice Codex 185 ; the representative of the worse family is the 
Venice Codex 184 of Bessarion, called by Schanz E. In his 
Studien, already referred to, Schanz published a collation of 12 
MSS of the worse family, which itself falls into two sub-families, 
one better and one worse than the other. The codex of Bessa- 
rion, E, of which he prints the readings in his edition of the 
Euthyphro, represents and heads the worse sub-family. The 
better sub-family consists of only three MSS, which he quotes as 
A r p. The following scheme makes clear our resources for fixing 
the text so far as they consist of Greek MSS : 



Best family. 



Worse family. 




A. r. p. 



/ I I I I I I I \ 
E or E.u.y.z. g. i. o.s. t. 



There are in the Euthyphro about 130 cases of conflict between 
the four codices B C D E, where it is possible to determine through 
the medium of the Armenian Version which reading of which 
codex stood in the Greek text used by the translator. These 
cases are presented singly in the following table. The first column 
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gives the reference to page and line of Schanz's edition. The 
second specifies with which manuscript or manuscripts the Arme- 
nian Version of the passage agrees. The third column specifies 
the Greek text or hand which in the passage in question the 
Armenian rejects. The fourth specifies the Greek text adopted 
by Schanz in the passage and embodied in his printed text. The 
fifth gives the actual reading implied by the A. T., and adds any 
remark which the passage calls for. 



Page and Line 


Arm. 


Arm. 


Schanz 


Reading of Arm. 


of Schanz' Ed. 


Endorses. 


Rejects. 


Adopts. 


and Remarks. 


2 A I, 3 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


mi ye. 


2 B i, 8 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


yap without ■kov. 


2 B 1,8 


BCEd 


D 


BCEd 


enetvo ye. 


2 B 1,8 


BCD 


Ed 


BCD 


cv without ye. 


2 B I, 15 


BCD 


Ec 


BCD 


tov Srjfiov. 


3 B 2, 25 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


Order : yap jie notriTTjv elvai. 


3B3, 1 


BCDE 


E 


E 


SiaftaXluv or SiaffaTiov. 


3C 3 ,6 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


nam without Kal. 


3 D 3, 22 


BCE 


D 


BCE 


aavrov. 


3 E 3, 24 


Ebcd 


BCD 


Ebcd 


oirovSaoovTai. 


3 E 3, 24 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


OTtri. 


3 E 3, 26 


E 


BCD 


BCD 


dAA' ovdiv without loac ecrai. 


4 B 4, 17 


BCD 


Ed 


BCD 


eircTVxovTo;; without elvai . 


4 B 4, 20 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


de 6ij. 


4 B 4, 22 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


Omits Tij> Trarpl. 


4 B 4, 25 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


delv. 


4 D 5, 15 


CDE 


B 


CDE 


ravra. 


4 E 5, 28 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


Order: eit), a 'Zbuparet;. 


5 A 6, 9 


E 


BDc 1 


BDc 1 


Omits &?. 


5 B 6, 11 


Ec'd 


BD 


BD 


Kal ifie. 


5 C 6, 21 


Ec 1 


BD 


BD 


yevotro. 


5 C 6, 25 


BD 


E 


BD 


ovtoc 6|£uc Kal padiac, without 
arex»ac Kal. 


5C7, 1 


BD 


Ec 1 


BD 


6 vvv Srj, 


5 D7. 4 


BE 


D 


BE 


airb. 


5D7.9 


Ebc'd 


BD 


BD 


Kal tIto avdaov. 


6B8.5 


Ec 1 


BD 


BD 


01 ye Kal avTol. 


6B 8, 6 


B 


DEc' 


B 


yyei. 


6B 8, 6 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


Order : ovtoc yeyovkvai. 


6B 8, 9 


BD 


Ec 1 


BD 


ol TtoXhoi. 


6 B 8, 11 


BD 


Ec 1 


BD 


exOpac ye. 


6 B 8, 12 


Ec 1 


BD 


BD 


A. T. omits re after Myerai. 


6 C 8, 20 


Eusebius 


BDE 


BDE 


6euv. 


6 D 9, 2 


BD 


Ec'd 


Ec'd 


ecTiv beta. 


6 E 9, 8 


B 


D 


B 


V- 


6 Eg, 8 


BD 


c> 


BD 


oi) /wq/wveveic 
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Page and Line 
of Schanz' Ed. 

7 A 9, 20 


Arm. 
Endorses. 

BD 


Arm. 
Rejects. 

Ec'd 


Schanz 
Adopts. 

BD 


Reading of Arm. 
and Remarks. 
akri&aq without ug. 


7 B 10, 2 


BD 


Ec 1 


BD 


Order : <j ~Ev6. ml 6. a. 


7 C 10, 13 


BDc' 


E 


BDc 1 


tX&TTovoQ without Toil. 


7 C 10, 14 

7 C io, 22 


Ec'd 
ec 1 


DB 
BDE 


D 

ec 1 


to fierpelv. 
tl/tev. 


7 C 10, 22 


BE 


D 


BE 


bpyt.£oiue6a. 


7 C 10, 22 
7 D 10, 26 


BE 
d 


,D 
BDE 


BE 
BDE 


ov Swdfievoc. 
exSpoi ye. 


7 D 11, 2 


BD 


Ec'd 


BD 


did. ravra without avra. 


7Dn,2 


BE 


D 


BE 


(hatpepoivr' av. 


8 A 11, 18 


Dc 1 


BEd 




ravra. 


8 A 11, 26 


c 1 


BED 


BED 


Omits tCTw. 


8 C 12, 15 


Ebc'd 


BD 


EbcM 


ov delv. 


8 D 12, 22 


Ec'd 


BD 


Ec'd 


SKelvo. 


8 D 12, 22 


Ec'bd 


BD 


Ec'bd 


Retains words cjj ov top— 


8 D 12, 27 


BD 


Ec 1 


BD 


an<pwfiriTovai. 
Graaid^ovci without re. 


8 D 12, 28 


E 


BD 


BD 


cog eari. 


8 D 12, 28 
8E13, 1 
8 E 13, 8 


BD 

BE 
BDc 1 


E 
D 
E 


BD 
BE 
BDc 1 


Order : hXKifkovg adiKelv. 

Tieyetv. 

01 without koI. 


8 E 13, 8 


BDE 


c 1 


BDE 


Order : </>aoiv avrijv. 


9 B 13, 21 


Ebc'd 


BD 


Ebc'd 


adv. 


9C14, 7 


BD 


Ebc 1 


BD 


rovrov without fiev. 


9 D 14, 8 


bd 


Ec'd 


bD 


el without nal. 


9 D 14, 9 


BD 


Ec'd 


Ec'd 


rovro h. 


9 D 14, 9 
9 E 14, 19 
9 E 14, 21 


BDc 1 
BD 

Ebc'd 


E 

Ec 1 
BD 


E 
BD 

Ebc'd 


eTravopdovfieBa. 
iravreg oi. 
el. 


9 E 14, 22 


BD 


E 


BD 


TifxtoV re. 


9 E M, 23 
9 E 14, 24 


BD 
DE 


E 
B 


BD 
DE 


Retains ovru — exeiv. 


10 A 15, 5 


DE 


B 


DE 


V. 


10 A 15, 10 


BE 


D 


BE 


V- 


10 B 15, 16 


DE 


B 


DE 


V- 


10 B 15, 21 
10 C 16, 2 
10 D 16, 9 


B 

BD 

BCD 


DEc 1 
E 


B 

BD 


6p6/ievov without ye. 
Order : $ Trdc^ov rt v. rov. 
aXh} on. 


10 D 16, 9 


E 


BCD 


BCD 


VTTO riov 6e<ov. 


10 D 16, 14 
10 D 16, 16 


BCD 
BCD 


E 
E 


BCD 
BCD 


Omits <5 EvBvtppov. 
didrc ye. 


10 D 16, 16 

10 D 16, 11-13 
10 E 16, 25 


E 

BDE 
CDE 


BCD 

C 
B 


BCD 

BDE 
CDE 


iwo roiv deav. Here Hirschig 

adopts E. 
A. T. retains fj di* — eariv. 

n- 


10 E 16, 27 


E 


BCD 


BCD 


rov deov. 
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Page and 
of Schanz 

10 E 16 

10 E 16 

11 A 17 
11 A 17 
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11 B 
11 B 
11 C 
11 C 
11 C 17 
11 D : 

11 E 18 

12 A if 
12 B if 
12 B ic 
12 C ic 
12 C ic 
12 C ic. 
12 D 19, 
12 D ic 
12 D 19, 

12 D 19, 

13 A 20, 
13 B 20, 
13 B 20, 
13 C 21, 
13 C 21, 
13 C 21, 
13 D 21, 
13 D 21, 
13 D 21, 
13 E 21, 
13 E 22, 

13 E 22, 

14 A 22, 
14 A 22, 17 
14 B 22, 21 
14 C 22, 29 
14 C 22, 29 
14 C 22, 31 
14 C 22, 31 
14 D 23, 15 

14 E 23, 20 
15B24, 5 

15 B 24, 14 
15 B 24, 14 



Line 
Ed. 

2S 
32 

9 
10 



i 17.17 
17, 20 
17,21 
17, 26 

17, 3° 
,4 

18, 10 
18, 18 
18, 25 

, 1 
, " 
, 13 
,17 
, 18 
, 20 
22 
,26 

,17 
, 22 

, 24 
.4 



17 
21 



25 
30 



4 
10 



Arm. 

Endorses. 

Ebd 
Eb 
BCE 
E 

BCD 

BCD 

E 

BDE 

BCD 

E 

BDE 

BDE 

BCD 

BCD 

E 

B 

CDE 

BDE 

BCD 

BCD 

Eb 

BCD 

BCD 

BDE 

BDE 

CDEb 

BDE 

BCD 

BCD 

BCE 

BDE 

E 

BDE 

DCE 

E 

BCD 

B 

BCD 

C 

Ed 

BCD 

BDE 

E 

BCD 

Ed 



Arm. Schanz 

Rejects. Adopts. 

BCD Ebd 

BCD Eb 

D BCE 

BCD BCD 



Ecb 

E 

BCD 

C 

E 

BCD 

C 

C 

E 

E 

BCD 

E 

B 

C 

E 

E 

BCD 

E 

E 

C 

C 

B 

C 

Ecd 

C 

D 

C 

BCD 

C 

BCDE 

BCD 

E 

CDE 

E 

BDE 

BCD 

E 

C 

BCD 

E 

BCD 



Ecb 

BCD 

BCD 

BDE 

BCD 

BCD 

BDE 

BDE 

E 

BCD 

E 

B 

CDE 

BDE 

BCD 

BCD 

Eb 

BCD 

BCD 

BDE 

BDE 

B 

BDE 

BCD 

BCD 

BCE 

BDE 

BCD 

BDE 

BCD 

BCD 

CDE 

BCD 

C 

Ed 

BCD 

BDE 

BCD 

BCD 

Ed 



Reading of Arm. 
and Remarks. 

to bciov. 

Myecv. 

tov Beav, which Hirschig 

adopts. 
7Tpo8v{tG)[zeda. 
Order : eoacev tivai A. 
Order : eyi> avra. 
oXXov. 

eya without ye . 
Order : fioi tovto. 
■xpoaTTOK&firis. 
el. 

Omits lyo) ovv — aid&c. 
Retains iroUa. 
deoc acdovc . 
eirei. 

Retains \i6piov- — bciov. 
Retains fioi. 
Retains i>c. 

V- 

aXXa 6. 

<Se without ye. 

Retains dij. 

V- 

airepyaZi). 

TOVTO. 

tfnep. 

Retains ^. 

Omits ovk etc by. ol. iy. 

Retains hzripeTiKr) — anepyaniav 

Omits ye. 

Retains 67/. 

ft. 

curepyartac. 

klZLGT^Tal. 

ijeicrfla. 

Inavac. 

Si. 

epoT&VTa — epaTa/xeva. 

to without t6 ye. 

Trot). 

Order : to ocnov, a Eii8. 

Retains ye. 

irepudvrac. 
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Page and Line 
of Schanz' Ed. 

15 C 24, 17 


Arm. 
Endorses. 

BDE 


Arm. 
Rejects. 

c 


Schanz 
Adopts. 

BDE 


Reading of Arm. 
and Remarks. 

baiov. 


15 C 24, 18 


CDE 


B 


CDE 


V- 


15 C 24, 18 


BCD 


E 


BCD 


ov. 


15 C 24, 20 


BDE 


C 


BDE 


Retains to. 


15 C 24, 24 
15 C 24, 28 


BCD 
BCD 


E 
E 


E 
BCD 


SfioTiayovfiev. 

CGTC TO. 



Thus, out of 130 cases of conflict mainly between the better 
family of manuscript represented by B C D on the one hand and 
Ec 1 on the other, the Armenian Version endorses the Clarkian 
Codex B in all but 45 cases. In 25 out of these 45 variations 
from B the modern editor Schanz also finds himself compelled to 
reject the reading of B. In two more passages, 17, 10 and 16, 16, 
Hirschig rejects B, and to be consistent must reject B in yet two 
other passages, for why should he add t5>v in 17, 10 and 16, 16 
against the authority of B and not add it also in 16, 9 and 16, 27 ? 
In one case, 8, 20, the A. T. follows Eusebius. Thus we are left 
with but 15 cases in which the Armenian is unconfirmed in its 
rejection of B by a competent authority. Of these 15 cases 3 are 
very trifling changes of the order of words, to which one would 
attribute no significance if they were not reflected in a Greek 
codex ; 4 more are omissions of which the same must be said ; the 
rest are rather trifling changes or additions. In all its really 
significant departures from B the Armenian follows — if Schanz' 
judgment be sound — the true text, e. g. in preferring 3, 24 o-novbi- 

KTOvrai to (Tirovba^ovras, IO, 14 perpeiv tO perpiov (Schanz reads pirpov), 
10, 22 ftfiev tO rjp-tv, 12, 15 ov &(iv tO oii&h, 12, 22 eKeivo to eKelvoi, 
13, 21 Kav tO (cat, 14, 21 « tO §, 16, 28 airw to clvtwv, 16, 32 omov to 

Qeiov, which seems to have stood in B, 19, 11 bios albois to alBi>s 

Seovs, 22, 3 1 ipiorlavTa — iparapeva to ip&vra — ipatfiiva, 24, 14 vtpuivras 

to wepwvTo. The conclusion forces itself upon us that the Arme- 
nian Version represents a text which belonged wholly to neither of 
the two families into which Schanz classifies the MSS of Plato, but 
which in the main embraced the good and avoided the bad points 
of both families. It seems to represent a text which, judged, if 
not by time, at least by order of derivation, is a very ancient one. 
Martin Schanz appends to his Studien zur Geschichte des 
Platonischen Textes a collation of 12 manuscripts of the inferior 
family. This collation includes under the symbol 3 the readings 
— already noticed — of E, which in his edition of the four dialogues, 
Euthyphro, Apologia, Crito, Phaedo, he chooses as the represen- 
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tative of the worse family. This collation supplies a fresh touch- 
stone by which to test the quality of the Armenian Version. 
Roughly it records about 325 variations of these inferior MSS from 
the better family BCD, such as would reflect themselves in the 
Armenian translator's version had they stood in his text. Of 
these 325 variations many are variations of the Codex E and have 
been already mentioned. Of the entire number about 40, alien 
alike to Codex B and to Schanz' text, can be verified in the 
Armenian. 

It would be to go too much into detail to enumerate the 280 
odd variations of this inferior family from the Clarkian family, 
from which the Armenian Version is free. But the following is a 
full list of the 40 readings of these inferior codices which, 
not being adopted by Schanz, can be detected in the Armenian. 
The notation of MSS is that of Schanz, Studien, p. 68. But for 
g of his Studien is substituted the letter E by which he calls s in 
his edition. 



Page and Line 




Name of Inferior 


of Schanz' 


Ed. Reading of A. T. 


Reading of Schanz. 


MS followed by A.T. 


I. 13 


rbv a^dpa, & TZvdvfpov. 


a Evffvfpov, tuv avdpa. 


P- 


I, 16 


tiv' hv v<2 (doubtful). 


TLVa Vtf). 


EoA. 


2, 3 


<5f e/xotye doKet (doubtful). 


e/notye fioKei, 


Auyzgrps. 


2, 17 


ogtc. 


&C ye. 


igy- 


3. I2 


elre (doubtful). 


sir' ovv. 


i. 


3. z6 


akV ovSev. 


aXV Igcoc ovSe'v ecrat. 


E. 


4, 1 


Igti 6e Got. 


eoTt 6e dy Got. 


A. 


S» 3 


TO TOtOVTO Or Tt TOtOVTO. 


T6? TOtoi)T(i>. 


y- 


S. 5 


■irehaTqc (doubtful). 


ve"kaTr)s Ttg. 


z. 


5,28 


ovSev yap /not (probably). 


ovdev yap av fiot. 


Arp. 


6,1 


dtafepet (doubtful). 


diadiipot. 


0. 


7. 7 


Kal ri to avdaiov. 


Kal rb "ogiqv. 


EA et rel. 


8,5 


ot ye Kal avrol (doubtful). 


ot ye avTol. 


plerique. 


8, 19 


dEO)V. 


deiov. 


A. 


9. 3 


Kal yap eGTtv 'data. 


Kal yap eoTt. 


A, but so also 
Codd. BD. 


9, 26 


6 0eo/«o% avdpanoe. 


6 Oeo/UGqe. 


0. 


9. 2 7 


aWa evavrioyraTov (doubt- 
ful). 


aXka to evavrtitTaTOV. 


Ayg- 


10, 18 


papvrepov Kal (doubtful). 


j5apvrkpov Te Kal. 


zo. 


10, 27 


aXkij'kois ytyv&>y.eBa. 


aXK. ytyvoueda. 


p- 


10, 26 


kx^poi ye. 


exdpol. 


Ayg- 


11, 26 


Kal deop,iGe(. 


Kal 6eo/MG&(; eGTtv. 


i. 


iz, 9 


StSdvai SUrfi). 


6'tKrp> dtSduat. 


E. 


12, 17 


Trdvrec ye. 


■Khv ye. 


A. 


12, 28 


Got; icTt. 


06c. 


Ez. 
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Page and Line 






Name of Inferior 


of Schanz' 


Ed. Reading of A. T. 


Reading of Schanz. 


MS followed byA.T. 


12, 29 


enelvo ye (doubtful). 


inelvb ye brjjrov. 




A. 


'3. 5 


aXA' inacTov — tov irpa- 


ahV eaaorov — t<jv irpa- 






xOevtov is omitted in 


XdevTuv. 








Arm. 






A. 


13. 13 


navre; ol 6eol. 


iravrec 6eol. 




Ao. 


13. 2 7 


Tavra, 


ra Toiavra. 




A. 


!3. 29 


ftov (doubtful). 


ye ixov. 




0. 


14, 1 


oti fiakiOTa. 


el 6 ti fiaTuora, 




r. 


15, 18 


to ayop.evov. 


to ayb/ievov 6r). 




Ar. 


15, 21 


bpa/ievov ioriv. 


opa/ievbv ye eortv. 




A, but so also 
B. 

A. 


I S. 29 


ov Sjvyxopelc, 


tj ov avyx a P e H. 




16,9 


aXA? OTl. 


a'XXo tc. 




A et plerique 
So BD. 


16, 16 


rav 6eav. 


6eav. 




E&Hirschig 


1 6, 27 


tg)V 8eC)v. 


6eav. 




Egi. 


17, 10 


T0)V 8eo>v. 


deav. 




Egi and Hir- 

schig. 


«7> 17 


TljUV. 


iljiiv aeX. A. N. 


B. 


also that Codd. 






BCD have ijfiiv ael and 






E a. 


, ij. 




17, 28 


euol bonel. 


hfioi 6e boKel, 




A. 


17, 29 


Omits <5 2oi/c/)ar£c, 






P- 


18,3 


be npb; ai toi; or be av 
npb; rotf. 


be 7T|00f role. 




A. 


18, 19 


tt?mvtov tov TS7f aofiac 


nXovTov rye ao<tiiac. 




A. 


18, 20 


ov xa^eTrbv. 


ovbe x^eirbv. 




r. 


19. 13 


enei yap /101 vvv ye (per- 
haps omit also yap). 


«ra yap ■kov vvv ye. 




A. 


20, 3 


f-epoc. 


to fiepoc. 




s. 


20, 4 


evoepSec ti or less proba- 
bly rb ebaefile'c. 


evae/lee re. 




phasrt. 


20, 24 


{) evoefSeia. 


evaefSeia. 




r. 


22, 1 


KaXkicra <j>-^c (doubtful). 


KaXXiara ye ^$f. 




EA plerique. 


22, 17 


airepyaoiaQ. 


epyaoia(. 




E plerique. 


22, 30 


cKav&c av izapa. 


'wave)? av r)bij izapa. 




z. 


22, 31 


avayKr) tov. 


avayKr] yap tov. 




yap in ras. p. 


23. 7 


fi baibn/c. 


baibrr/c. 




Aygo. 


24. 5 


rb batov, & J&vdvippov. 


w Ey. to b. 




E. 


24. 24 


b/ioXoyov/iev. 


aftohy/ovfiev. 




A plerique. 



There were 130 cases where B is at variance with the MSS 
C D E used by Schanz in the apparatus criticus of his published 
text of the Euthyphro. In 45 of these cases the Armenian 
rejected the reading of B. There are another 325 cases of variance 
between B and the inferior family of MSS. Deduct from this 325 
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cases 78 which are cases in which it is E which varies from B, and 
we have left roughly 250 test cases of variance between B and the 
MSS of the inferior family, E excepted. In 28 out of these 250 
test cases the Armenian varies from B, and of this residuum of 28 
cases there are some 15 in which it is with Codex A that the Arme- 
nian Version agrees. The character of these cases of agreement 
between the Armenian and A goes to prove the most intimate 
connexion between A and the text from which the Armenian Ver- 
sion was made. The omissions in 13, 5, 15, 29 and 17, 17, the 

readings 8, 19 deav, 12, 17 waWer ye, 13, 27 ravra, 19, 13 /not for 

nov, and the additions in 18, 3 ai and 18, 19 tov are found in no 
other codex than A. 

On the other hand it must be held in mind that there are char- 
acteristic vices in A from which the Armenian Version is free. Out 
of 75 heretical readings of A of a kind to be recognized through 
the medium of the Armenian, 22 can be more or less certainly 
recognized, of 53 it is certain that they were not in the Armenian 
translator's Greek. His text had close affinities with A, yet is free 
from most of its faults. Probably A is a carelessly written descen- 
dant of that text. 

The points of contact between the A. T. and the codices p and 
r, which with A form the better subdivision of the inferior class of 
Platonic manuscript, are also significant, if few. p preserves the 
order followed by the A. T. in 1, 13, has ytyva/ieda in 10, 27, omits 
& SaiKpares in 17, 29 and tiv in 5, 9, has ti in 20, 4, and has yap in 
rasura in 22, 31; r omits «' in 14, 1, 8t) in 15, 18, ij in 20, 24, av 
in 5, g. 

Thus far our task has lain in verifying in the Armenian read- 
ings which it has in common with one or more of the existing 
Greek books. It is time now to enumerate the characteristics of 
the Version which are peculiar to itself and cannot be traced in 
any Greek codex. Here we tread on less secure ground, for it is 
as a rule easy to say which of two or more rival readings pre- 
served in the Greek books the Version represents, but where no 
Greek book gives us anything to correspond to the reading of 
the Version it often needs no small conjecture to say what reading 
the Version must represent, and the difficulty is the greater on 
account of the frequent and obvious corruptions which beset the 
Armenian text itself. One feels that if there are so many copyist's 
errors in it which are ready of detection, how many more must 
there not be which are not, and as there exists but one copy of 
the Armenian in the world we cannot correct it from itself. 
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It is best to classify the peculiarities of the A. T. which are not 
paralleled in the Greek books collated by Schanz under three 
heads, of omissions from, additions to, and positive alterations of, 
the Greek text. 

The omissions explicable as due to homoioteleuton are the fol- 
lowing : 

4 D 5) 16 vitep rov dv8po<povov. 

7 E 11, 14-17 ravra 8e ye — ovtco, where the eye has slipt on from 

raira to ravra. 

10 B 15, 23 dWa 8ion ayerai. 

11 E 18, 13, 14 epoiyt — SUaiov oaiov. 

12 B 18, 25-27 eya ovv — poi elvat. It has already been remarked 
that this lacuna likewise occurs in Codd. BCD. But it may 
have arisen independently in the Version. It is not found in A. 

15 B 24, "J— 9 01/MU eytoye — 8eois <f>ikov. 

Omissions not so explicable are : 
2 A 1, 3 nt after &'»j. 

2 C 2, 3 rjvnva. 

2 C 2, 7 ns after o-o<£ds. 

3 A 2, 14 "o-o)s after mAi/tw. 

3 A 2, 16 8rj\ov on. 

3 A 2, 22 k<u after ri. 

3 B 2, 26 8' before dpxaiovs. 

3 B 3, 2 rot after e'/xou yap. 

3 C 3, 9 roi after 'Adtjvaiois yap. 

3 C 3, 11 koX after bv 6' av, but the passage is corrupt in the A. T. 
3 D 3, 16 lo-as before yap <ri> and p.h following. 

3 D 3, 20 av after irpovrideh. 

3 D 3, 21 Sij after 6 vvv. 

4 B 3, 21 av after ou yap. 
4 C 5, 2 yap after ta-ov. 

4 D 5, 1 2 Kal before anodavoi. 
4 D 5, 15 col before dyavaicrei. 

4 D 5, 19 ye after av8po(f>6vov. 

4 E 5, 23 av 8e before 817 wpbs Atdy. 

5 A 6, 4 Tijy ypa<j>rjs before rfjs irpbs M. 
5 A 6, 6 Kal before iv ru epnpoodev. 

5 A 6, 9 8n, before yeyova. 

5 E 7, 16 a-oi before ipS>. 

6 A 7, 25 re after nepl. 

6 B 8, 10 iv before rots 6eoh. 

6 C 8, 21 p.ev after ravra. 
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6 D 9, 5 IkAvo after «XX\ 

6 E 9, 13 ftfj before towvtov. 

7 A 9) 27 o&x ovras. 

7 D 10, 25 ov after &pa. 

7 D IO, 29 dXX' before ecmv avrt). 

7 E 11, 5 rat aSiKa BDEc 1 also omit. 

7 E 1 1 , 8 rj yap. 

8 B 1 2, 2 erepos due to homoioteleuton. 

8 E i3> 9 "p °^x ovr»; 

9 A 13, 14 0rjT(va>v. 

9 C 13, 31 aov before evevorjo-a. 

9 C 14, 6 apri. 

9 D 14, 15 ht) after ak\a a~v. 

9 E 14, 16 ovtoi paara. 

9 E 14, 18 eyayt. 

9 E 14, 18 to before 6Vioi> "quod et inclusit Hirschig." 

10 B 15, 22 to ivavrtov. 

10 B 15, 27 ti before ndo-xei. 

11 A 17, 5 eoriv before oloy, an omission due to a copyist's error. 

11 C 17, 25 yap after oW, cp. 22, 31. 

12 A 18, 23 Zrjva 8e — eSekeis eliretv. 
12 B 19, 4 ye after <u8a>r. 

12 B 19, 5 Sons. 
12 C 19, 6 apxi. 

12 C 19 8 Up' before 6pd£>s. 

12 D 19, 22 87 after Set. 

13 A 20, 12 oi before Tray. This omission can be explained as 
a copyist's error. 

13 B 20, 28 nw eVn. 

13 B 20, 30 a(pe\oivTai koi. 

13 E 22, i ye before Beta. The ye before <£i}y is also omitted with 
confirmation from Greek codices. 

14 A 22, 9 on before vUtjv, but the whole sentence is recast in 
the A. T. 

14 A 22, 13 io-riv before rijs dnepyao-ias. 

14 B 22, 19 n-Xeiovos. 

14 B 22, 19, 20 eariv aKptftas — roSe pevroi. 

14 B 22, 22 to. before 00-m. 

14 B 22, 23 to>v 7roKea>v. 

14 B 22, 24 817 after a. 

14 C 22, 30 fir). 

14 C 22, 31 yap after dvdyKt), Cp. 17, 25. 
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14 D 23, 9, a 2<BKparey. 

15 A 24, 3 Kat yepa. It is noticeable that for yipa one of the best 
of the inferior codd. reads 8S>pa and the second hand in D writes 

yp. Kal Sapa. 

15 D 24, 30 vvv before e«re. 
15 E 25, IO noi. 

The additions made by the Armenian are the following : 

2 B I, IO. After dXXd ae ak\os A. T. adds yeypanrai. A device 

of interpretation. 

3 C 3, 7. After dXX' A. T. adds 6p6<r<u, as if the Greek ran dXX' 
opoaai o/ioo-e Uvai. Whether opiaai first crept in from the margin 
of the Greek or of the Armenian is uncertain. 

3 D 3, 22. After pi\\ouv the Arm. adds linel=ytyi«<rdiit, an 
obscure addition, for the Armenian text without it exactly reflects 
the Greek, and no equivalent of it is missed in the Armenian con- 
text, unless it have something to do with the omission of ?ora« in 
3 E 3. 26. 

3 E 3, 24. After afiijXov Arm. adds navrl, which Wohlrab had 
conjecturally added in Fleckeis. Annal., Vol. 107, (1873), p. 33. 

4 C 5, 4. After iictivov the Arm. adds the gloss tw -npa^avra. 

4 D 5, 18. After amnrewev the Arm. adds words which could 
only correspond to ahia Svn. From 5, 15 ravra fy odv the A. T. 
goes thus into Latin which aims to render exactly the Armenian : 
Haec igitur graviter ferunt paterque et ceteri familiares, quod ego 
necis reum accusem patrem,non interficientem,ut aiunt illi, neque 
si etiam interemerit reus est, homicida quum sit defunctus neque fas 
esse operam agere propter ta'iem. This implies oJ8« or ovtc instead 
of oi before Suv. This addition ahia ovri must almost have stood 
in the Greek text of the translator, for he hardly had the wit to 
supply it as an aid to his Armenian readers. 

5 C 6, 21. Before n-ep! ifioZ Arm. adds eWcw, which again — 
judging by the general level of the Version — could not have been 
added by the translator, but must have stood in his Greek text. 
Bkkr. quotes this note of Fischer : " Tollio ad Longin. p. 131 ante 
n-epi ipov excidisse videbatur eVciVw. Non credo." 

5 C 7, 1. Before iypfyaro the Arm. adds ipe, an addition which 
may conceivably have come out of the translator's own head. 

6 C 8, 13. After rd re SSXa the Arm. adds the instrumental case 
of the plural relative pronoun, equivalent here to d or oft. The 
■circumstance that there follows the only really slovenly bit of 
translation in the dialogue renders the addition of d suspect. 



206 AMERICAN JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 

8 A ii, 23. After uvhwevei Arm. adds the word isk, which could 
only answer here to ye. 

9 A 13, 14. Before gwdeOtls Arm. adds km. 

9 C 14, 6. Before pfj Arm. adds to, as if the Greek ran 1-6 oo-ioV 

re kcu to ^17. 

12 C 19, 8. Before \eytiv Arm. adds to. 

12 E 19, 30. Before oviov Arm. adds to, which Hirschig has 
conjecturally added. 

13 A 20, 11. Before nep\ 6eovs Arm. adds rfv, which again 
Hirschig had conjecturally added. From ov yap nou the Arm. 
would run in Latin thus: " Non enim alicubi dicis quod quales 
quidem sunt et eae de aliis ministrationes etiam quod talis est et 
ea quae de diis est." 

13 B 20, 28. Arm. adds to before roioVSe, an addition which 
Heusde conjecturally makes, Spec. Crit. p. 7. 
13 C 21, 4. Before BepamLa Arm. adds kcu. 

13 E 21, 28. Arm. adds 8fp\ov on. after oholldfiots ye irov, and ttov 
is rendered as an interrogative nov. This addition must be an 
echo of 8!j\ov on — which is not omitted — in the preceding line. 

14 B 22, 22. After r<z o<na Arm. adds k<x\ dela. The Armenian 
omits to before oo-ia. 

14 B 22, 25. Arm. adds after faavra the word "tounsn," by 
which immediately before, in line 23, rendered tovs — o'kovs. 
This looks like an addition of the translator's. 

15 B 24, 5. tow #eoi? is added after apa iariv, an echo of rots 
Seo'is, which is not omitted in the following line. 

Lastly, we come to the positive alterations in the text : 

3 E 3, 27 aymvui]. The Arm. word zangites would render dyavias 
"thou dreadest," a word which nowhere occurs in Plato. 

4 C 5, 6 iv rjj Na|6)]. The A. T. renders as if the Greek were 
h ttj wjcra "in the island." 

4 C 5, 6 iBijrevev inel nap f)p.lv\. The Arm.="apud nos et hie 
illic laborabat." The Cod. r reads eWiw for e' K el in this passage. 
It looks as if the Armenian had worked in both readings eOfavev 

eKeXvos eKel nap rjpiv. 

5 D 7, 6 Ka\ %x ov P<- av — avoaiov elvai\. The A. T. implies ko.1 exov 
plav Tiva Wean Kara Tqv ovx (or pr/) 5o-toTijTa uav o ri nep av peWrj oaiov 
etvai. Here Ec'd read anoo-iorrjra in place of oo-ioVijra. 

6 B 8, 11. The A. T. takes in the order: ex^pas ye ko.1 Beivas 

pdxas. 

6 C 8, 14-16 <al 87 K at— a K p«roXi*]. The Arm. renders: "et 
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quidem maxima Athenensium acropolis plena est tali decoratione." 
Perhaps the translator did not know the meaning of jreVXo?. 

6 D 9, 1-8. The A. T. puts this whole passage into the mouth 
of Sokrates and does not give the words ul yap ?oti to Euthyphron. 
It also sets 8<na after «m, and not after «i><u. 

6 D 9, 6 %4>r]ar8a\. The Arm. indicates olo-6a, but is, I suspect, 
corrupt. 

6 D 9, 7 ™ re avoaia avocia elvai]. The Arm. has to. re avotna ocria 

7 A 9, 26 ff. The speech of Sokrates ends at dro'0-10? according 

to A. T. Then the Words oi rairov Srj eoriv aWa ivavriiyrarov ro ooiov 

t<» avocrla are given to Euthyphron. The words oi\ ovras are omitted 
and Sokrates resumes with the words owa) pJv olv' m\ ev ye (paiverai 
eiprja-dat. Then to Euthyphron are given the words SokS>, S> Swupares, 

e'lprjrai yap. 

Jowett omits the words oi rairov — ni> avoo-ia as insulse from the 
lips of Sokrates. Every critic arranges the interlocution differ- 
ently in this passage. The A. T. favors &) instead of 8' after ol 

rairov in 1. 26. 

7 C 10, 24. The A. T. transposes koKov and ayadbv. 

7 D II, 1 ow eltrep «]. A. T. has this order : e'mep 0$ ru 

8 A 11, 25 So-wv re]. The Arm. sourb intch would —So-iov n, 
but perhaps intch is a corruption of isk=re. 

8 B 12, 2 nep\ airov]. The A. T. Seems tO imply nepl toG auroG. 

8 C 12, 16 oi8ap.S>s Tovro ye]. A. T. throws these words into the 
speech of Sokrates, which thus lasts from ? ul 6>oX, 1. 14, down to 

adiKeiv ' ri yap ', in 1 . 20. 

9 A 13, 18 imo-Krjnreo-Bai]. The Arm. seems to involve e'mo-Ke- 
nreo-dai here, which is shown in Bc'D. If so, it also involves iina-Ke- 

nrofievos and eTno-KenTrjrai in Legg. IX 87 1 E, and emo-Keirreo-6ai and eVt- 

o-Ke\j,eis in 937 B. The reading e'mo-Ki)<pdj), however, Legg. 937 B, is 
sanctioned by the Arm. The great Paris codex has eirto-Keirreo-dai 
and e'mo-Kecperj in 937 B. 

9 C 14, 5 rovro to epyov]. A. T. indicates to epyov toiitco. 

9 C 14, 5 e'it] Sv]. The Arm. equals Sogeiev Sv. 

10 B 15, 26 on, ei ri]. Arm. has n. simply. 

10 E 16, 31, 32. The Armenian seems to imply as follows: 
dXX ei ye rairov Kal to oatov rjv, & (jbt'Xe Ei6v(ppov, r6 Seoq^iXis, el p,ev 81a 
to ooiov etvai <pi\eio-dai to ooiov Kd\ hia to Seofpikes elvai (pi\eio-6ui av to 

8eo(piKes k. t. X. The second (pi,\eio-8ai might depend on i>p.o\oyov- 
y.ev in 1. 23 ; the first might conceivably be used after ei ; cp. Plato, 
Politeia X 614 B. 
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II C 17, 22 km e'rtdcpip']. Arm. indicates r) Kcii in8epr\v. 

1 1 C 17, 23 t'/tiol]. Arm. seems to involve <?/«. 

11 E 18, 11 Soxel]. Arm. indicates oo£«. 

12 A 18, 20 oibe xaXen-w]. Arm. favors oil xaX«roj/. Codex r 
reads oi here. 

12 A 18 22 d n-otijT^y]. Arm. indicates o 6 n-oojrijr. 

12 B 19, 5 ocrw. Arm. omits, and has km or S« in place of 
it. Arm. text clearly corrupt. 

12 C 19, 9. The Arm. rendering is as if the Greek were aXX' eV 
/xev aldoi instead of aXX' tea fiev albms, but the Arm. is clearly corrupt. 

12 E 20, 3,4. The A. T. renders as if to before pipos was absent 
and stood before evo-efies instead. "It seems to me, O Sokrates, 
that whatever is pious and holy is a part of the just." 

13 B 20, 31 r) oi SoKova-i aoi\. Arm. indicates ovt<o hoKoval aoi. 

13 D 21, 22 Tvyxdvet] Armenian indicates perhaps rvyxavg or 

possibly Tvyxavot. 

14 A 22, 8, 9. Armenian takes the words km yap ol o-Tpanjyo! & 
4>he after &v fin-otr in line 9, and omits on before vUrjv. 

14 A 22, 12 xai xaXa]. The equivalent of the Version here would 
be 6Vi or tva Ka\a, but it seems to be corrupt. The Gk. MSS give 
no hint of a variant. 

15 C 24, 16 fu/uniarai]. Arm. implies pepvr^pai. 

15 C 24, 21 3\\o ti~\. Arm. has SK\o ri. 

15 D 25, 1 el (Scnrep]. The Arm. word evs, which takes the 
place of «,' would mean ft-i, but is probably a corruption of es=«. 

Our investigations, extending only to the Euthyphron, now 
enable us to give a very precise answer to the question : 
" From what sort of text was the Armenian Version of Plato 
made ? " — even though we know nothing for certain of the time and 
place of its origin. It was made from a text from which the Codex 
Vaticanus A is more or less remotely derived. This codex A con- 
sists of two volumes written in the twelfth century on parchment, 
and is, except for the five dialogues, Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, 
Phaedo and Gorgias, a mere copy of the great ninth century Co- 
dices of the Bodleian and Paris Libraries. For those five dialogues, 
however, it bears independent witness to the text of Plato, and 
shows an eclectic text exclusively true to neither the better or 
Clarkian, nor to the worse family of manuscript. The Armenian 
Version shows the same eclecticism, but in estimating its worth — 
whatever it be — we must not forget the many vices of the Vaticanus 
A from which it is free. Thus, it does not follow a in reading 

avTco for aiirav in 3 C, pekXei for peXei in 3 C, irpoTideis for 7rpooTi6ele in 
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3 D, miovras for nai.(ovras in 3 E, ai, & E. for act, & E. in 3 E, Siaxco) 
for Biwkwv in 4 A, iirvrvxivros elvai for iirnvxavros in 4 B, /no'yoi' SeZ for 
/adi/ov Sfiy in 4 B, & <j>i\t MAijre for £ MeXijTe in 5 A, €/iiov Sanpures for 
c'/xov in 5 C, aXXwfor aX\o in 5 D, prjde for ^Sck in 6 B, eS post a Xe'ycir 

in 7 A, ^/nfy for etptv in 7 C, oixi for a>? ot^i in 8 C, eVeivo to-as for 

eKeivo laws dfixpi<rl3r]Tov<riv 6eol in 8 D, «rl 7rdi/u for «V« 7rai/u in 9 B, Kai 
avoaiov for zeal to avoaiov in 9 C, /cm irepi tov avoalov for Kai tov avoaiov 
in 9 D, anodexo/ieda for cmobexa>iie6a in 9 E, 6o-oj 6 Xdyoj for d 0-0? 

Xoyoj in 10 D, T!po6i>iie8a ij vno8i>pe6a in 11 B (where Arm. has 

■npoOwfifda), ra iv Xdyoty for to iv tok Xdyotr in II C, eVet ouk torti' for 
eVei coriy in 12 B, T17C ruiv 6cS>v for tijc Taiy 6ea>v depaneiav in 12 E, Xf'ya)- 
juei' yap nov for Xtyopev yap nov in 1 3 A, 8rj\ov on for drjXov yap on in 

13 E, irpoBvpas for np66vp.os in 14 B. This list might no doubt be 
prolonged by a careful scrutiny of the Codex A, but it is enough 
to show that the original of the Armenian Version was no tran- 
script of A, but an earlier and more correct text from which A has 
descended. A comparison with A of the Armenian Version of the 
Apology will doubly confirm this conclusion. The Version cannot 
be later than Grigor Magistros, Duke of Mesopotamia, who died 
in A. D. 1058, and by whom it was possibly made. At any rate this 
writer in his letters claims to have translated the Timaeus and 
Phaedo. A certain interest would attach to the Armenian, if for 
no other reason, because it is not every translation which enables 
you to discern so clearly the lineaments of the original from which 
it was made. If it was made early in the eleventh century — which 
is the latest date which the fortunes of Armenian literature permit 
us to assign to it — it may well have been made from a copy of 
Plato which was 100 years old. It is, therefore, not rash to assume 
that it represents a text as old as the Clarkian Codex. The Codices 
C D are so closely related to the Clarkian that they are hardly 
independent witnesses to the text. It may therefore be claimed 
for the Armenian that, so far as it goes, it is, after the Clarkian 
Codex, the oldest independent witness to the text which we pos- 
sess. From this point of view the additions it implies in the 
Greek merit consideration. Some of them, notably navTi in 3 E 
and eK€iva> in 5 C, to before oo-iov in 12 E, rfjv before nepl deois in 
13 A, to before ToidvSe in 13 B, had already been made by conjec- 
ture. Over the omissions made in a version a doubt must always 
hang, especially when an omission accompanies almost every 
homoioteleuton as in this case. In a few passages it may be noted, 
however, that the Greek manuscripts do not agree about the place 
in a sentence of a word omitted altogether in the Armenian. Such 
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is the case with del in n B, where BCD have r^uv del and 
Euyzgost all have del rj/uv. In such a case del may have got 
into the margin and then have been put back by one copyist into 
the wrong place, and by another not at all. In this particular 
passage, however, del is not likely to have stood in the margin of 
the translator's text, for his rule seems to have been to render 
glosses, scholia, and all additions in the margin, and in the one 
manuscript preserved to us of his work they have without excep- 
tion crept into the body of the text. 

In a few cases I have, in recording a variation based on the 
Armenian, added a note expressive of my conviction that it 
is doubtful. Thus, in Schanz, p. 5, 1. 28, I feel almost sure that 
&v was not in the translator's Greek, because A r p also omit it; 
but there are many passages where the Greek optative with av is 
rendered simply by the Armenian conjunctive mood without any 
attempt being made to render &» apart. So, again, there are a 
few passages where one feels sure that the translator simply neg- 
lected a ye or a re, though as a rule he scrupulously rendered 
them. In all such cases confidence must be based upon perusal 
and reperusal of the Greek and Armenian together, and upon 
careful comparison of the rendering of other similar passages and 
expressions. 

It is practically certain that the Armenian Version of Plato was 
made from a minuscule codex in which the words were divided 
and some few stops introduced. In the old Latin version of 
Dionysius Areopagita by Scotus Erigena we find in each line 
grotesque blunders due to a wrong putting together of the text of 
the original. Had the Armenian Plato been translated from an 
uncial we should certainly find in every sentence errors due to the 
same cause. How could a translator who renders dBqv in n E, 
p. 18, 1. 8, as if it meant hades or hell, be saved from frequent 
blunders in construing the scriptio continua of an uncial codex ? 
We find no such blunders, and are therefore sure that in his origi- 
nal the words were duly divided. This, of course, militates against 
the view expressed by some Armenian scholars that the Version 
may date from the seventh or even the fifth century, but it agrees 
well with the hypothesis that Grigor Magistros made it about A. D. 
1030. For in the Clarkian Codex, which is dated A. D. 895, the 
writing is minuscule and the words divided, and the same is true 
of the great Paris Codex, which seems of still higher antiquity. 
But a more detailed investigation of the date of the Armenian 
Version must be reserved for another paper. 

Fred. C. Conybeare. 



